At this very special moment, however, I would like to invite historians of science to join with 4S in considering a more ambitious course for our common future. Science and Technology Studies (S&TS), the field that 4S stands for, has reached a point at which we can begin to engage (some would say reengage) with the History of Science as a mature intellectual partner. I would like to share some thoughts with you this evening about ways in which our two Societies and the enterprises they represent might work together to enhance the public awareness of science and technology in the next 25 years. What kind of future might we imagine for a unified field of science and technology studies -understood as encompassing both historical and contemporary methods of inquiry -when HSS celebrates its centennial and 4S its half-century?
As I thought about the relationship between 'science studies' (I use this shorthand for S&TS) and the history of science in preparation for this meeting, I was struck by a kind of asymmetry, or at least an imbalance, in our perceptions of each other. 4S has recognized from its very foundation that history of science has to be part and parcel of any meaningful attempt to study science and technology as human, social institutions. Accordingly, we have not only welcomed historians to our meetings but have showered on them most of the prizes and honours at our Society's disposal. For example, since 4S created its first book prize in 1994 (named after the pioneering sociologist of biology, Ludwik Fleck), all six recipients have been people who had spent at least a part of their scholarly lives as historians of science; you would recognize them all as significant contributors to the territory surveyed by HSS. Similarly, the list of people whose lifetime achievement 4S has honoured with its John Desmond Bernal Prize also includes a goodly number of scholars who, if asked, would unhesitatingly locate their intellectual oeuvres within the history of science.
On the HSS side, the attitude toward 4S's intellectual programme bespeaks, in my view, considerably greater wariness. I recall, for instance, that it was impossible to find a well-known historian of science to write a review chapter on the historical dimensions of S&TS when my colleagues and I were compiling the Handbook of Science and Technology Studies [Jasanoff et al., 1995] in the early 1990s. The volume, as a result, incorporates perspectives from just about every field or discipline that has spoken powerfully about the place of science and technology in human lives: sociology, anthropology, philosophy, political science, rhetoric, women's studies, to name a few. Only history is strangely absent. A similar jitteriness about being caught out in risque company marks the hiring practices of our major history of science departments. You will sooner see a historian of science keeping company with colleagues in a sociology or an anthropology department than the reverse; and the politics of science seems not even to make it into history of science's field of vision. A historian colleague given to pithy statements puts it this way: 'Historians like to get prizes from 4S, but they don't want to go there'.
What are the reasons for this somewhat one-sided love affair, and is there anything we can do to strengthen the correspondence between our fields -to build, as it were, a mutual admiration society out of the ranks of HSS and 4S? I think so, but to get there we will have to go beyond the conventional terms in which we describe our work as scholars. We will have to discard the presupposition that the past and the present are ineluctably divided by some fiat of time and memory, or even by the entrenched practices of scholarship. We will have to invent a discourse with which it becomes possible not only to demonstrate history's essential r6le in interpreting the contemporary scene, but also to show how contemporary science studies may help to enrich and deepen the project of the history of science.
Reconstruction, and its messy relations with construction (or, more accurately, constructivism): here, perhaps, is the best place to begin our exploration. For to quite a number of historians of science, the constructivist strain that threads through so much contemporary work in S&TS seems to be a source of puzzlement and profound disquietude. Historians of science often seem to share with scientists the suspicion that the firm ground of reality will dissolve into the quagmire of make-believe if social constructivists are allowed to have their way with science and technology. If every fact became merely a claim -contending for turf with countless competing claims -where would this leave the historian of science, whose authority lies in giving a truthful voice to the vanished facts of the past? Few, I dare say, would wish to labour long hours and days in the archives for the dubious pleasure of constructing a historical claim.
There is, too, the perennial worry for historians that hob-nobbing too closely with investigators of the present will inevitably lead to whig history. Instead of recovering the past in all its complexity, its situatedness, its messy specificities, the too analytically-minded historian might conjure up instead an imagined past, tricked out in rhetorical finery and theoretical ambition to serve or justify the demands of the present. This would not be the path of history as truth but of history as politics.
But is a stronger partnership between history of science and science studies bound to be so doomed? I was wondering about this recently when reading a collection of essays called Thinking with History, by Carl Schorske (1998), better known to many of you as the author of Fin-de-Siecle Vienna [Schorske, 1961] , that inimitable portrait of a city seeking to define its civic identity through the extraordinary historicity of its major public buildings. I was drawn to Schorske's essays because here was a historian reflecting on history as a cultural practice, just as many in science studies relect on science and technology as culture practices. I was also attracted in part because Vienna in 2000 -a troubled and troubling city at another fin de si&cle -was to be the site of the joint meeting of 4S and EASST ( To imagine how it might be otherwise, let me take Schorske again as a point of departure. For him, the right relation between history and the more analytical and theoretical social sciences is one of complementarity. History, he says, is (and even should be) atheoretical in itself -singlemindedly committed to representing time and change, the two phenomena that give the field its abiding identity. To be sure, history may choose now and then to dance with partners who offer formal analytic tools for examining events, be they from philosophy, rhetoric or political science. But it is not history's function, Schorske suggests, to invent analytic categories for itself. History merely records; let other fields, more committed to explanation, create the concepts that structure the narratives of history.
This vision, I think, consigns history to an unnecessarily passive role in the dance of understanding and reflection. Where Schorske is content with complementarity, I am more inclined to advocate co-production. The objective in science studies should not be to strive for some unstable modus vivendi between fundamentally divergent modes of thought: the historicizing and the analytic. Rather, it should be to recognize that those of us who have embraced science and technology as the objects of our concern already have a common project in hand that transcends disciplinary particularities. That project is to enrich, with all the means at our command, the reflective resources with which we and our fellow citizens can, at this transitional moment, better comprehend two of the most powerful forces that are shaping our destinies.
In studying science and technology from the outside in, we have embarked on a path that sociologists like to call 'studying up'. The cognitive and social authority of the sciences is greater by far than that of the scholars, historians or social scientists, who choose to study these institutions closely. But through our inquiries, we have gained privileged access to centres of power that remain remote to most of our academic colleagues, let alone to the majority of our fellows in wider society. With studying up, then, comes an obligation to bring back our hard-won knowledge to others who may derive substantial benefit from it. Our field has invaluable insights to contribute to the public understanding of science and technology.
The metaphor of 'studying up', moreover, should not distract us from recognizing that the object is not merely to construct a one-way mirror, making scientific knowledge more transparent to society. When it comes to appraising how their work is infused with social elements, and how it influences and connects to other structures in society, scientists have no monopoly on understanding. Perhaps the most important intellectual benefit that social studies of science can confer on society is to make scientific and technical communities more reflexively aware of the ways in which their belief systems are conditioned by the environments in which they practise. Both science studies and the history of science can be seen, in these respects, as avenues for opening up the black boxes of science and technology. Can we not meaningfully extend each other's capabilities in the task of democratization?
Once we focus on the project of enhancing society's reflective resources with respect to science and technology, it becomes easier to identify possible areas of convergence between science studies and the history of science. I would like briefly to sketch four points at which it seems that our fields are already reaching out toward common goals: First, both historical and contemporary studies have done much in recent years to bring greater transparency to the inner workings of science and technology. Making the process of science more accessible by illuminating the normally invisible backstages of laboratories and other scientific spaces -this is the impulse underlying work as discrepant in style and method as Bruno Latour's (1988) study of pasteurization in France and Daniel Kevles' (1998) painstaking account of David Baltimore's confrontation with the political might of the US Congress. As these examples suggest, present-day historians of science share with their colleagues in science studies a conviction that much wisdom can be gained from looking at science and technology as social institutions, in which people collaborate and compete, struggle for credibility, seek to make livings, and yearn for success or glory, just as in other walks of life. Science's specialness, as much of our work makes plain, derives from the objects of its quest, not from the strategies by which scientists try to achieve it. * Second, regardless of whether their concern is with the past or the present, students of science and technology today are deeply engaged in resurrecting the voices and perspectives of actors whose contributions to the enterprises of discovery and innovation may have been heedlessly neglected, even erased from the official records of science. The past is not merely prologue, any more than the present is merely epilogue. Historians or social analysts of science and technology, we are all engaged in a continuous project of sense-making; our shared enterprise is to create pockets of sanity, reason and understanding in a bewilderingly complex world. We should be grateful for the organizing power of chronology in these difficult interpretive endeavours. But to allow the mere passage of time to set up false dichotomies between historical and contemporary studies of science and technology -to let time play a divisive role in our attempts to grasp the interplay of knowing and making and meaning -that would be a genuine tragedy.
